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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
- The subject of the article is current and the abstract is in agreement with the results 

obtained from the work. 
- Anti-inflammatory is redundant at line 91. 
- From line 219 to 235 and line 247 to 253, the authors do not discuss their results, 

but present those obtained by others. The works mentioned in the discussion 
should have been mentioned at the introduction to justify the present work on the 
six plants. 

- The discussion part of this manuscript must be repeated, rewritten because the 
results obtained were not well discussed. Authors should have also screened the 
phytochemical constituents of their plants to explain and justify their activities. 

 

 
All corrected portions are heighted with yellow colour.  
Line 91 has been effected. 
 
Results have been discussed. 
 
The works mentioned in discussion are also relevant in the discussion 
section. 
 
Authors did not screen the plants because phytochemicals of these plants 
exist in literature. However, they have been included in the text.  

Minor REVISION comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 

 


